Application No. 10/598,109 Docket No.: 06727/0205334-USO 

Amendment dated October 13, 2008 
Reply to Office Action of June 13, 2008 

REMARKS 

Applicants have carefiiUy studied the outstanding Official Action. The present response 
is intended to be fully responsive to all points of rejection raised by the Examiner and is believed to 
place the apphcation in condition for allowance. Favorable reconsideration and allowance of the 
application is respectfully requested. 

Application as examined included claims 1-52. In the present response, claim 23 has 
been amended. Claims 1-22 and 24-52 are unchanged. 

Claims 1, 3, 5-7, 9 and 21 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated 
by Korchagin et al (U.S. Pubhshed Patent Apphcation No. 2005/0023082). 

Claims 2 and 15-19 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Korchagin (U.S. Pubhshed Patent Apphcation No. 2005/0023082) in view of Hyacinthe (U.S. 
Patent No. 7,377,218). Claims 4 and 10 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Korchagin (U.S. Pubhshed Patent Apphcation No. 2005/0023082) in view of Hernandez (U.S. 
Patent No. 6,318,503). 

Claims 8, 11, 27-28, 30, 32-37, 39-40 and 47-52 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Korchagin (U.S. Pubhshed Patent Apphcation No. 
2005/0023082) in view of Keegan et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,671,824). Claim 12 stands rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Korchagin (U.S. Pubhshed Patent Apphcation No. 
2005/0023082) in view of Orgeron (U.S. Patent No. 4,520,900). Claims 13-14 stand rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being tmpatentable over Korchagin (U.S. Pubhshed Patent Application No. 
2005/0023082). 

Clauns 20-26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Korchagin in view of Hyacinthe and further in view of Keegan. Claims 29 and 41-46 stand rejected 
under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Korchagin in view of Keegan and further in view 
of Hyacinthe. 

Claim 31 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Korchagin in view of Keegan and fiirther in view of Hernandez. Claim 38 stands rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Korchagin in view of Keegan and further in view of 
Orgeron. 
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Korchagin et al describes an elevator system for traveling on a rail attached to the 
outside of a high-rise building. Hyacinthe describes a rescue assembly including a vehicle that rides 
upon a track operated by a network of pistons set in a left to right array and connected by slanted 
bridges. 

Hernandez describes an exterior emergency escape system for use on a multi-storied 
building including an escape module for holding people escaping from the multi-storied building 
and for moving along the exterior of the multi-storied building, cables for suspending the escape 
module from the cornice of the roof, and apparatus for moving the escape module vertically along 
the exterior of the multi-storied building. Keegan et al describes an emergency escape elevator 
featuring a release device for releasing the elevator from its tethering cable, allowing the elevator to 
descend under the force of gravity. Orgeron describes a personnel escape mechanism for emergency 
evacuation of a high-rise building. 

Applicants express appreciation to Examiner Candace Bradford and SPE Katherine 
Mitchell for the courtesy of an interview, which was granted to Applicants' representative, Sanford 
T. Colb (Reg. No. 26,856). The interview was held in the USPTO on September 10, 2008. The 
substance of the interview is set forth in the Interview Summary. 

At the interview, claims 1 and 2 were discussed vis-a-vis the prior art references of 
Korchagin and Hyacinthe. The Interview Summary states, in relevant part, "The attorney and 
examiner agreed that the Korchagin reference does not appear to teach a concomitant operation of 
the rescue platform. . . The attorney explained that the term fan descender as disclosed in the 
provisional specification is the narrower term for a dynamic resistance device, therefore there is 
support for the dynamic resistance device in the provisional application in which the filing date is 
earlier than the Hyacinthe reference." 

As discussed at the interview, applicants respectfully submit that the prior ait 
reference of Korchagin, does not show or suggest the mass rescue system of the present invention, 
as recited in claim 1, including, inter alia, at least first and second rescue platforms mounted on at 
least one elongate flexible element at locations therealong arranged with respect to upper and lower 
rotatable supports such that downward motion of said first rescue platform produces concomitant 
upward motion of said second rescue platform and vice versa. 



12 



Application No. 10/598,109 Docket No.: 06727/0205334-USO 

Amendment dated October 13, 2008 
Reply to Office Action of June 13, 2008 

Applicant respectfully submits that the none of the prior art references, either alone 
or in combination, show or suggest the mass rescue system of the present invention, as recited in 
claim 1, including, inter aha, at least first and second rescue platforms mounted on at least one 
elongate flexible element at locations therealong arranged with respect to upper and lower rotatable 
supports such that downward motion of said first rescue platform produces concomitant upward 
motion of said second rescue platform and vice versa, and that claim 1 is therefore patentable. 

As discussed at the interview, applicant respectfully submits that the prior art 
reference of Korchagin, does not show or suggest the mass rescue system of the present invention, 
as recited in claim 27, including, inter aha, a first rescue platform and a counterweight mounted on 
at least one elongate flexible element at locations therealong arranged with respect to upper and 
lower rotatable supports such that downward motion of the first rescue platform produces 
concomitant upward motion of the counterweight and vice versa. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the none of the prior art references, either alone 
or in combination, show or suggest the mass rescue system of the present invention, as recited in 
claim 27, including, inter alia, a first rescue platform and a counterweight mounted on at least one 
elongate flexible element at locations therealong arranged with respect to upper and lower rotatable 
supports such that downward motion of the first rescue platform produces concomitant upward 
motion of the counterweight and vice versa, and that claim 27 is therefore patentable. 

As discussed at the interview, apphcant respectfully submits that the prior art 
reference of Hyacinthe, concerning the dynamic resistance device recited in the claims is not a valid 
prior art reference since it claims priority from U.S. Provisional Patent Application Serial No. 
60/634,637, filed December 10, 2004, while the present apphcation claims priority from U.S. 
Provisional Patent Application Serial No. 60/546,006, filed February 18, 2004. As discussed at the 
interview, the fan descender disclosed in U.S. Provisional Patent Apphcation Serial No. 60/546,006, 
is a specific type of dynamic resistance device. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the none of the prior art references, either alone 
or in combination, show or suggest the method for mass rescue of the present invention, as recited 
in claim 22, including, inter alia, providing ... at least one elongate flexible element having at least 
first and second rescue platforms mounted at locations therealong arranged with respect to upper 



13 



Application No. 10/598,109 Docket No.: 06727/0205334-USO 

Amendment dated October 13, 2008 
Reply to Office Action of June 13, 2008 

and lower rotatable supports such that downward motion of the first rescue platform produces 
concomitant upward motion of the second rescue platform and vice versa and providing dynamic 
resistance governing vertical motion of the at least one elongate flexible element with respect to the 
upper and lower rotatable supports, and that claim 22 is therefore patentable 

Apphcant respectfully submits that the none of the prior art references, either alone 
or in combination, show or suggest the method for mass rescue of the present invention, as recited 
in claim 48, including, inter alia, providing upper and lower rotatable supports having at least one 
elongate flexible element wound thererabout, the at least one elongate flexible element having a first 
rescue platform and a counterweight mounted at locations therealong arranged with respect to the 
upper and lower rotatable supports such that downward motion of the first rescue platform produces 
concomitant upward motion of the counterweight and vice versa and providing dynamic resistance 
governing vertical motion of the at least one elongate flexible element with respect to the upper and 
lower rotatable supports, and that claim 48 is therefore patentable. 

Dependent method claim 23 has been amended to depend fi-om method claim 22 
instead of system claim 20. 

Claims 2-21 each depend directly or ultimately fi-om claim 1 and recite additional 
patentable subject matter and therefore are allowable. Claims 23-26 each depend directly or 
ultimately from claim 22 and recite additional patentable subject matter and therefore are allowable. 

Claims 28-47 each depend directly or ultimately from claim 27 and recite additional 
patentable subject matter and therefore are allowable. Claims 49-52 each depend directly or 
ultimately from claim 48 and recite additional patentable subject matter and therefore are allowable. 

Apphcant has carefiiUy studied the remaining prior art of record herein and concludes 
that the invention as described and claimed in the present apphcation is neither shown in nor 
suggested by the cited art. 

Applicant reserves the right to pursue the claims as filed m the context of a 
continuation apphcation. 
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Docket No.: 06727/0205334-USO 



In view of the foregoing remarks, all of the claims are believed to be in condition for 
allowance. Favorable reeonsideration and allowance of the appUcation is respectfully requested. 

Dated: October 13, 2008 Respecliful|/ subr^tted, 



Registration No. : 25,35 1 
DARBY & DARBY P.C. 
P.O. Box 770 
Church Street Station 
New York, New York 10008-0770 
(212) 527-7700 
(212) 527-7701 (Fax) 
Attorneys/Agents For Applicant 
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All participants (applicant, appiicanfs representative, PTO personnel): 

(1 ) CANDACE L. BRADFORD . [3)Sanford Colb. 

(2) Katherine Mitchell . (4) . 

Date of interview: 10 September 2008 . 

Type: a)D Telephonic b>P Video Conferenca 

cM Personal [copy given to: 1 )□ applicant 2)13 applicant's representative) 

Exhibit shown or demonBtratlon conducted: d)PYes e)^No. 
If Yes, brief descrlpfion: . 

Clalm(s) discussed: Claims 1 and 2 . 

Identification of prior art discussed: . 

Agreement with respect to the claims ()□ was reached. g)D was not reached. li)^N/A. 

Substance of Interview Including description of the general nature of what was agreed to If an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Conlinuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments thai would render the claims 

allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). I( a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Intaiview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 
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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general naUire of what was agreed to If an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: The attorney and examiner agreed that the Korchagin et.al. 
reference does not appear to teach a concomitant operation of the rescue platforms and that if careful review conflrms 
this, either a new non-final or an allowance action would be issued. The attorney explained that temi tan descender as 
disclosed in the provisional specification is the narrower term for a dynamic resistance device, therefore there is 
support for the dynamic resistance device in the provisional application In which the filing date is earlier than the 
Hyaclnthe reference . 



